historical interpretation, while Hansjürgen Verweyen, a systematic theologian, has developed a line of theological argumentation akin to some aspects of Pesch's original position.
Despite the importance of the issues at stake in this debate, which has a direct bearing on the whole of Christology and the theology of revelation, these more recent studies have received little attention. This essay will therefore present the current conceptions of Pesch (I) and Verweyen (II), before concluding with some reflections (III) on the implications of their work.
Religious development related to these significant personal steps has been a major factor in the course of his recent exegetical work.
The cogency of Pesch's interpretation of the origin of faith in the resurrection in his Tübingen lecture depended on several presuppositions, especially his high assessment of the impact of the historical Jesus and his analysis of the Jewish traditions used by Christians in proclaiming Jesus' resurrection. In the years immediately following the publication of his lecture, he devoted a substantial portion of his exegetical research to further examination of these matters. An essay on Peter's confession of Jesus as Messiah concluded that Mk 8:27-30 is historically reliable in depicting the disciples' recognition of Jesus as prophetic Messiah during his lifetime. 6 Several studies of the early passion traditions argued that Jesus interpreted his approaching death in various soteriological terms and communicated these to his disciples, thus providing a firmer foundation for their faith and preparing them to withstand the shock of his crucifixion.
7 Similar perspectives are reflected in Pesch's major commentary on the Gospel of Mark, in which he envisions Mark as a conservative redactor whose work affords access to much historical material, and in his reconstruction and analysis of a pre-Marcan passion narrative.
8 Such research on the historical Jesus served, among other ends, to support one pole of Pesch's argumentation concerning faith in the resurrection.
Even at this stage, however, at least one element of the original proposal was being modified. Pesch's Tübingen lecture had appealed to Jewish conceptions of the resurrection of the eschatological prophet as an important resource for early Christian proclamation of the resurrection. 9 As early as 1975, Pesch's studies of Mark's Gospel had led him to 6 12 a renewed study of the empty-grave narratives; 13 and a reflection on the conversion of the disciples after Jesus' death.
14 These works acknowledge the validity of certain criticisms of his earlier proposal and reflect the theological influence of his engagement with the Integrierte Gemeinde. ment attests that events subsequent to the crucifixion were de facto necessary to ground the disciples' preaching, not because of any inadequacy on the part of the historical Jesus, but due to the crisis of the disciples' own faith.
22
On the basis of the biblical texts, there are two possible points of reference in this context: discovery of Jesus' empty tomb and appearances of the risen Christ. Pesch continues to regard the traditions concerning the empty tomb as historically unreliable. The narratives of the discovery of the empty grave serve to express eloquently the Church's faith in Jesus' resurrection, as their content and function in the Gospels suggest; they do not provide a historical account of the origin of that faith. Emptiness of the grave is rather a logical conclusion, at least for the early Christians, from the fact of the resurrection. Those desirous of confirmation of the resurrection are directed rather to the appearances of the risen Christ-and to the existence of the Church.
23
In departure from his earlier view, Pesch now judges appearances of the risen Christ to be adequately established by biblical research.
24
Drawing on the exegetical work of Gerhard Lohfink, 25 he holds that "the Easter appearances, in which the Risen One was seen in his heavenly glory, were exclusive experiences of vocation"; perceptible only in faith, they were at once fully the work of God and fully the work of their human recipients. 26 The distinctive feature-and the primary object of Pesch's recent interest-is neither the existence of the visions nor their nature as such, but their content: in Pesch's judgment, they "were visions in which Jesus appeared to the witnesses as the Son of man and in which ... the promise of Jesus' resurrection, given with his words about the Son of man, was revealed to his disciples as fulfilled." Verweyen's goal is to specify the objective foundation of the Easter faith, not to determine when or how faith in Jesus' resurrection de facto came about. 47 With regard to the latter question, he grants the historical probability that Jesus' crucifixion posed such a psychological barrier to at least most of the disciples that only special occurrences after the crucifixion enabled them to overcome the shock of Jesus' execution. The de jure question of faith's objective basis is not, however, affected by this historical development, and it is in the de jure question that Verweyen's interest lies. 48 He defends his thesis on both biblical and systematic grounds.
Verweyen Verweyen finds less support for his position in the other Synoptics. He observes, however, that Matthew gives the epiphany motif of the earthquake a place in his account of the crucifixion as well as his portrayal of later events at the grave (27:51; 28:2) and speaks of the resurrection of the bodies of many saints on Good Friday itself (27:52; but cf. also 27:53). In addition, even the final appearance of Jesus on a mountain in Galilee (28:16-20) leaves room for a reaction of doubt on the part of the disciples. For Matthew, in other words, there is no complete caesura between Good Friday and Easter, and an appearance of the risen Lord, by itself, does not lead to the certitude of faith.
51
Luke poses more of a problem because of the importance he doubtlessly attributes to appearances during the "forty days" (cf. Acts 1:3; 10:40-41; 13:30-31). Yet even here the appearances are not the de jure basis of faith. Jesus' words on the cross "Truly, I say to you, today you will be with me in paradise" (Lk 23:43) imply the possibility of faith in Jesus' exaltation even on Good Friday. The women at the grave are criticized for seeking the living one among the dead (Lk 24:5) and the disciples on the way to Emmaus are rebuked for their slowness of heart (Lk 24:25); the implication in both cases is that they should have believed before any self-presentation of the risen Christ took place. In addition, Luke's account of Jesus' ascension depicts a need to correct misunderstanding (imminent expectation: Acts 1:6-8, 10-11) on the part of the apostles, even at the end of the forty days. seeing of this sort (20:29). In Verweyen's judgment, the point is not to advocate belief without seeing, for that would conflict with the rest of the Gospel. Rather, the seeing of Jesus' glory is completed on the cross, and any later seeing is simply a concession to imperfect understanding. of faith lies in events more readily analogous to our own experience; though differences exist between our situation and that of the first believers, we are not relegated to the status of secondhand disciples as we would be if the objective basis of faith rested in Easter appearances. Here the witness of those whose lives and deaths proclaim Jesus* victory over death plays an important mediating role. 58 Finally, Verweyen suggests that a victory over death that is revealed subsequent to death itself would come too late to address the issues raised by the problem of suffering. 59 On all of these grounds Verweyen finds decisive theological reasons favoring his thesis on the objective foundation of Easter faith in Jesus' life and death.
To date, Verweyen's argumentation has not attracted as much attention as Pesch's work. Pesch himself has drawn upon the distinction between de jure and de facto foundation of faith in his recent writing, but has applied it in a manner rather different from Verweyen's thought. Ill Any effort to assess the current work of Pesch and Verweyen must begin by recognizing the different questions that each author has chosen to pursue. Pesch's effort to determine the way in which belief in Jesus' resurrection de facto originated is quite distinct from Verweyen's interest in examining the de jure basis of the Easter faith. Each author finds it possible to accept the basic position espoused by the other: Pesch speaks of the Easter appearances as the factual breakthrough of a recognition which ought to have occurred without them, while Verweyen concedes that the origin of the Easter faith in fact derives from visions of the risen Lord. Despite this agreement, however, it is clear that their differing interests reflect significant divergences in overall theological perspectives.
For this reason it is all the more striking that, in their different ways, both Pesch and Verweyen reflect the current tendency in study of the resurrection to find at least some aspects of the basis of Christian faith in the risen Jesus in events which took place prior to the crucifixion. Neither Pesch nor Verweyen attributes much historical significance to traditions regarding the empty grave (despite recognition of theological value in the Gospels' empty-tomb stories, understood as expressions of the Church's faith). Both insist that, whatever is to be said about the appearance tradition, the importance of the pre-Easter impact of the historical Jesus on his disciples must be clearly recognized in any attempt to account for later developments. This agreement on the need to refer to the historical Jesus in accounting for the disciples' faith in him as risen Lord is a valuable reminder for contemporary theology. Legitimate doubt that the Gospel passages in which Jesus directly predicts his own resurrection (Mk 8:31 parr.; 9:31 parr.; 10:34 parr.; Jn 10:17-18) are 66 The statement thus has a content which can be specified in terms of judgment and hope. But to transpose this content into the form of a vision is to suggest that the metaphorical language of the imagery be taken pictorially and thus misunderstood. To confess that Jesus sits at the right hand of God no more implies that Jesus can be seen sitting at the right hand of God than it implies that God has in fact a right hand. 67 But then the appeal to such visions as the historical foundation of faith in Jesus' resurrection is highly dubious. Central to the examination of these issues, as Verweyen himself has recognized, is the theological assessment of the crucifixion. It is striking that Winden insists on calling Jesus' death a failure, 73 that Kessler terms the cross a failure and a catastrophe, 74 and that Oberlinner specifies his very reasonable requirement that interpretation of the Easter experience must also consider the fact of the crucifixion solely by reference to "the scandal of the cross." 75 The widespread use of such terminology suggests that analyses of the resurrection tradition are often influenced by unduly negative assessments of the crucifixion. While modern treatments of soteriology have often tended in this direction, partly in reaction against Anselm's theory of satisfaction, some current soteriology has begun to reconsider Jesus' death in more positive perspective. 76 Such renewed theological reflection on the crucifixion may contribute to overcoming the unfortunate gap, in many theological conceptions, between the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith.
In any case, intensive consideration of the resurrection, from both exegetical and systematic perspectives, will no doubt continue in the years ahead. The recent work of Rudolf Pesch and Hansjürgen Verweyen, though but a small portion of that study, may indicate some pitfalls and alert us to some easily-neglected aspects of this central Christological issue. If so, their contributions to the debate will have served a very useful purpose.
